Abstract -This essay examines the debate over moral justifications of state terrorism. Consequentialist and deontologist perspectives provide a framework to justify acts of terrorism. However, this framework can not absolutely be defended. By drawing on Tony Coady and Igor Primoratz point of views, it is argued that acts of terrorism perpetrated by the state can never be justified and it is morally wrong and worse than non-state terrorism.
Introduction
In today's world, the term "terrorism" is prominently applied to actions by non-state actors or by private individuals or groups. The word "terror" was first used in relation with the Jacobin "Reign of Terror" following the French Revolution, instituted in 1793, in the case of government violence against a wide numbers of national element where the victims are about 17,000 civilians. Based on this political history, some scholars limit the definition to the government action only, in term of "state terrorism."
Previously, there was a clear distinction between terrorist and guerillas, and between non-state terrorism and state terrorism. Today, these distinctions become While study about war, crime, and non-state terrorism have been intensively studied and theorized, state terrorism remains understudied and virtually untheorized. In addition, state terrorism have rarely been systematically studied within a single framework or comparatively.
However, there are some efforts by some scholars who try to define the concept of state terrorism. In this regard, according to Laqueuer, state terrorism refers to 'acts of terror carried out by governments against their own population, including systematic intimidation, arrests, killings and other means of coercion. This is usually directed against political opponents, but it can also effect sections of the population considered 'objectively' harmful, and it has been, on occasion, altogether indiscriminate.' 6 Primoratz points out that there are two tendencies in the discussion of state terrorism. First tendency is based on the assumption that 'what the state does has a certain kind of legitimacy, while those challenging it tend to be perceived as the forces of the disorder and destruction, engaged in clearly unjustifiable pursuits. The second tendency, is the double standard of the form 'Us vs. Them.' For instance, in dealing with insurgency, the general public and the media tend to support the state. In this way, when insurgents abroad are sponsored by our state, we do not call them terrorist, but rather guerrillas, freedom fighters, and the like. Ibid., p.45 The Israel also did the same form of state terrorism when they invaded Lebanon, This forms of state terrorism is not directly aimed at producing conformity but rather fear and chaos. It is hoped that as a result of increased fear and chaos, governments at some point will be in a weaker bargaining position or have a different composition induced by terror. For instance, the clandestine services of the United States have had much experience in the past decades in this type of behavior. The organization most often responsible for such behavior is the Central Inteligence Agency. A listing of well-known CIA special operations indicates the range of such activities. For instance in Guatemala, 1954; Iran, 1953; Indonesia, 1958 ; the Bay of Pigs, Cuba, 1961, the US trained, equipped, and provided tactical assistance to groups attempting to overthrow established governments.
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The third categories of state terrorism is surrogate terrorism. This form involve assistance to another state or insurgent organization that makes it possible or improves the capability of that actor to practice terrorism. Since the obvious effect and intent of the assistance provided is the improvement of assisted actor's ability to either carry out terrorist actions to maintain regimes rule or to create chaos and/or the eventual overthrow of an identified enemy state regime. 
It seems reasonable, I think, that on grounds of justice, it is better to equalize rights violations in a transition to bring an end to rights violations than it is to subject a given group that has already suffered extensive rights violations to continued such violations, if the degree of severity of the two violations to continued violations, if the degree of severity of the two violations is similar…If we must have rights violations, a more equitable distribution of such violations is better than

